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-The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the corre spondence address ~ 

THE REPLY FILED 24 May 2004 FAILS TO PLACE THIS APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANCE 
Therefore further action by the applicant is required to avoid abandonment of this application A a 
final rejection under 37 CFR 1.113 may only be either: (1) a timely filed amendment which places tK 

sssss, tor 1 (M1h appeal fee,; or (3) a ,imeiy issfissssK-d 

PERIOD FOR REPI Y [check either a) or b)J 

a) ffl The period for reply expires 3months from the mailing date of the final rejection. 

b) □ The perioc I for reply expires on: (1) the mailing date of this Advisory Action, or (2) the date set forth in the final rejection whichever is later m 

n°M? ^fcl fte Statut0ry period for re P'y ex P' re later *™ SIX MONTHS from the mailing date ofSffiSS? 
?06^ 7 ff) WHEN ™ E RRST REPLY WAS RLED WITH ' N ™° M0NTHS °" ™ E FINAL I EJECTS See MPEP 

Extensions of time may be obtained under 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). The date on which the Detition undw wpfrh »,„ • . » - 

1 .□ A Notice of Appeal was filed on _. Appellant's Brief must be filed within the period set forth in 

37 CFR 1 .192(a), or any extension thereof (37 CFR 1 .191(d)), to avoid dismissal of the appeal. 
2.Q The proposed amendment(s) will not be entered because: 

(a) □ they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) □ they raise the issue of new matter (see Note below); 

(C) D iss e ue!^ n a P MarwdA>r PlaCe aPP ' iCati ° n in better f0rm for appeal by materia 'ly educing or simplifying the 

(d) □ they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims ' 
NOTE: _. 

3-D Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): 



4 - D 5!XSS£~ — would be al,owab,e if submitted in a separate - ,imely filed ~ 
5 ^ %S£EEJ£ ?£^±i SSES^ been considered but does N0T place the 

6 - D 5fs*52 s::t red because jt is not directed solely to issues which «*• <-* 



7.B For purposes of Appeal, the proposed amendment(s) a)D will not be entered or b)B will be entered and an 
explanation of how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 
The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 

Claim(s) allowed: . 

Claim(s) objected to: . 



Claim(s) rejected: 1-20 . 

Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: 



8. D The drawing correction filed on __ is ajQ approved or b)Q disapproved by the Examiner. 

9. D Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s)( PTO-1449) Paper No(s). 

10O Other: r* c ft 
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Continuation of 5. does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: 

Applicant argues that Toth et al. does not dislcose a plurality of staggered half detector segments abutted in regions about a center line 
(Pig. 4, #20) and that Toth et al. instead discloses a known detector array including a plurality of full sized module detector sections 20 
The Examiner disagrees for the following reason. Based on the language of the claims, the claims are open-ended in nature as 
exemplified by the transitional phrase "comprising" in claim 1 , line 1 , of the instant application. Thus, the claims do not exclude additiona 
or unrecited elements. In this situation with Toth et al. and the claims in this instant application, a device comprising a plurality of 
staggered half detector segments abutted in regions about a center line would necessarily be in a detector array including a plurality of fu 
sized module detector sections as two sets of a plurality of staggered half detector segments abutted in regions about a center line 
These two sets would complement each other to form a plurality of full sized module detector sections in a detector array Thus Toth et 
r^tons1itoirta1Sr 5 |lne Clarm la " 9Ua9e ° f 9 meth0d ° r device com P risin 9 a Plurality of staggered half detector segments abutted in 
Applicant argues that Oomori et al. does not teach a plurality of staggered half-detector segments abutted in regions about a center 
!ntT^Sl n a . z " d,re f °" and that Oomori et al. instead appears to illustrate units in a zigzag form that overlap in a direction traverse 
to the z direction (i.e., pa lent axis) and are not abutted in regions about a center line. The Examiner disagrees for the following reasons 
Segments in Oomori et al. are abutted in reaions shout a renter iin» av t an H\ nn in » ^u^. n. t Ji,_ A?l' _ _ 9 .. s r ns : 



i 



y , y . , K a,, n^, men d i B in me regions aDoui mis centenine (#8). Figure 1(a) further illustrates half of the detector 

nfhiS nf n t„" 8 * , 6 ? f th ^°? nt f ' ' ine {deteC iP r S69ment #5 on the left side of centerline #8) and half of the detector segments on the 
other side of the cen erl.ne (detector segment #5 on the right side of centerline #8). Lastly, the zigzag form illustrated by Oomori et al is a 

extendi™ ?in 6 a zSSon * 8 ° f Sta " ered half - detector segments abutted in regions abS a centerline 

clin B f c ?l 0 " ! hese P oints ' n th <f Examiners position, Toth et al., Oomori et al., and Fujise, considered alone or in combination, describe o 
suggest acquiring attenuation data from a plurality of staggered half detector segments of the detector array, where the staggered I half 

al "SwXolrTeTaS ' Center ' ine ** ^i 0 "' a " d thUS make da ' mS ^^eZtll et 

ri^™H a S U * l hat T°i h 6 ! f N ' ? 0r I! 0r l et al - and Fujise> c 008 '^ alone or in combination, do not describe or suggest a plurality o 
detector modules that include at least a first type of detector module having a cable extending into a gap. The Examiner disagrees fo the 
following reasons. In addition to the points recited above, Toth et al. further discloses cables entending (Fig. 5, #70) OomoriSal forthe 
teaches a gap as seen in F gure (a) between the detector segments (#5) in the centerlines (#8). If one of ordinary sk^n the art were to 

OnmKf * r 06 3l ; ^ the 9ap ° f °° m0ri et al ' the on| y P |ace tne of ™ * al. would extend 7s into the gaps of 
Oomon et a . Based on the rationale give above, claims are unpatentable over Toth et al. in view of Oomori et al and Fuiise 

Applicant argues that Toth et al., Oomori et al., Cuppen, Fujise, and Gordon, considered alone or in combination do not describe or 
suggest a pluarlity of staggered half-detector segments separated from one another by a gap and configured to provide XnuaX da a 
having a relative y higher spatial resolution near a centerline extending in a z-direction of the detector array and a relativity I Spatial 
Ht?, S°h ? St A ' *?• the f cen t erline - T he Examiner disagrees for the following reasons. In addition to the points reciSd above ^ the Ss a 

™i ^ T I t0 ° UPPen . iS re ' ated t0 the re,ative,y hi 9 her s P atial resolution near a Centerline and lower Spatial 

reso ut.on dista to the centerline. As seen in Figure 4 of Cuppen, the detectors, in the centerline as outlined by #13 have smaNer widths 
creating a greater number of pixels in an area compared to the number of pixels with wider widths outside this area Thir g reSernumber 
of pixels creates a higher spatial resolution compared to the area outside of this centerline. Thus, Toth et al Oomori et al CuoDen 
Fujise, and Gordon, considered alone or in combination, describe or suggest a pluarlity of staggered haS-deieSrsiment^ Separated 
from one another by a gap and configured to provide attenuation data having a relatively higher spatial resoluS near a cenXe 
extending in a z-d,rec ion of the detector array and a relatively lower spatial resolution distal to the centerline and thus make claims 
unpatentable over Toth et al. in view of Oomori et al., Cuppen, Fujise, and Gordon 
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